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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party part in interest in the present matter is the Microsoft 
Corporation of Redmond, WA, USA. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no related appeals or interferences known to the Appellant or the 
Appellant's undersigned representative that would directly affect, or be directly 
affected by, the outcome of the present Appeal. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

The Final Office Action of December 18, 2003, states that Claims 1-18 and 
20-42 are rejected. Claim 19 has been allowed. This Appeal is made to the 
rejection of Claims 1-18 and 20-42. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Subsequent to the Final Office Action of December 18, 2003, the Appellant 
filed a Notice of Appeal in the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office on March 18, 
2004. 

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

The present invention is directed towards techniques for collecting and 
uploading user registration information. The present summary references the 
example system of Fig. 1 and the example process of Fig. 4 of the subject 
application. 
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As set forth in the "Summary of the Invention" on page 3 of the application, 
a client computer collects registration information and uploads the collected 
information to one or more remote registration databases. The collection and/or 
uploading of registration information for multiple manufacturers are performed in a 
unified manner, improving the user-friendly character of the computer. 

Fig. 1 of the application illustrates an exemplary client computer 102 and 
multiple remote registration servers 104 and 106 in accordance with certain 
embodiments of the invention. Fig. 4 shows a flowchart illustrating an exemplary 
process for posting the collected registration information in accordance with further 
embodiments of the invention. The process of Fig. 4 may be performed in 
software. The description that follows will reference the processing blocks of Fig. 
4 in parenthesis. 

Referring to the system of Fig. 1, one or more registration wizards 120 at 
client computer 102 collect registration information for the manufacturers of 
components of client computer 102 (block 222). Communication between client 
computer 102 and registration servers 104 and 106 is established via 
communications network 114 (blocks 224 and 226). More particularly, via 
network 114, a first connection is established between client computer 102 and 
registration server 104 and a second connection is established between client 
computer 102 and registration server 106. Then, at least a first portion of the 
registration information is transmitted to registration server 104 via the first 
connection, and at least a second portion of the registration information is 
transmitted to registration server 106 via the second connection (block 228). If 
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there are no additional transfers (block 230), the registration process ends (block 
232). 

ISSUE 

The issue presented for appeal is the rejection of Claims 1-18 and 20-42 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) as being unpatentable over Darago, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,282,573; hereafter "Darago") in view of Traversat, et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,161,125; hereafter "Traversat"). 

GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

The Appellant submits that the claims under appeal do not stand or fall 
together. The rejection presented in the Final Office Action is addressed below as 
it pertains to the following groups of claims. 

a. Claims 1,3-7, 31, 32, 39, and 41; 

b. Claim 2 

c. Claims 8-13, 34, and 40; 

d. Claims 14-18, 20-22, 35, and 42; 

e. Claims 23-27 and 36; 

f. Claims 28 and 37; and 

g. Claims 29, 30, and 38. 

ARGUMENT 

a. The Appellant respectfully submits that Darago and Traversat do not 
render Claim 1 obvious. 
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The method of Claim 1 comprises: 

establishing a communication link between the 
client computer and a network; 

establishing a first connection, via the 
communication link, to a first registration server of a 
plurality of registration servers; 

communicating at least a first portion of the 
registration information to the first registration server 
via the first connection; 

establishing a second connection, via the 
communication link, to a second registration server 
of the plurality of registration servers; and 

communicating at least a second portion of the 
registration information to the second registration 
server via the second connection. 

It is acknowledged in the Final Office Action of December 18, 2003, that 
"Darago does not explicitly teach registration information for manufacturers of 
components of the client computer." To compensate for the acknowledged 
deficiency of Darago, relative to the claimed invention, the rejection asserts that 
"Traversat teaches the step of registration information for manufacturers of 
components of the client computer," with support being attributed to Traversat, 
Figs. 6a-c, col. 3, lines 23 - col. 4, line 6, and col. 10, line 29 - col. 1 1, line 11. 

However, Traversat does not disclose or suggest collecting registration 
information for manufacturers of components of the client computer as recited in 
Claim 1. In fact, none of the information on particular types of computers made 
by computer manufacturers mentioned in the above cited portions of Traversat 
includes any teaching that is even suggestive of collecting registration 
information for manufacturers of components of a client computer as recited in 
Claim 1. 
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More particularly, the Appellant submits that Traversat does not even 
contemplate collecting registration information for manufacturers of components 
of a client computer. Specifically, the cited portions of Traversat fail to teach or 
suggest collecting registration information for manufacturers of components of 
the client computer, as recited in Claim 1. For instance, at col. 3, line 23 - col. 4, 
line 6, Traversat describes a data schema having a client schema sub-component 
and a server schema sub-component. The server schema is described as storing: 
user preferences and profiles; client computer platform and profile information; 
and persistent memory areas contain data entries having a name, related nodes, 
property names, and associated property values (col 3, lines 23-35). Traversat 
also describes a data schema having a root node and intermediate nodes that 
represent or store categorical information relating to the computer network and 
client computer, and the schema also contains configuration information 
corresponding to the categorical information in the intermediate nodes (col. 3, 
lines 36-45 and 62-67). Thus, part of what Traversat lacks, relative to Claim 1, is 
any teaching that the data schemas described therein are suggestive of the 
collection of registration information for manufacturers of components of a client 
computer, as recited in Claim 1 . 

Furthermore, it is respectfully submitted that the requirements for 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness, set forth in MPEP §2143, have 
not all been met in the present rejection. More particularly, MPEP §2143 states, 
in part: 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three 
basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some 
suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to 
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one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the 
reference or to combine reference teachings. Second, 
there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the 
claimed combination and the reasonable expectation 
of success must both be found in the prior art, and not 
based on Appellant's disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 
F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Arguendo, even if Traversat did register information for manufacturers of 
components of a client computer, Darago and Traversat still lack any teaching or 
suggestion that would motivate one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
references. 

The Final Office Action rationalizes the proposed combination stating, 
"because it would have an efficient communication system that client computer 
provides all the registration information software and hardware version to servers 
in order to make servers can communicate and provide appropriate and suitable 
information to client with different type of client's platform." This purported 
justification is not based upon any teaching by either Darago or Traversat, but 
rather is grounded in hindsight, which is an inappropriate basis for an 
obviousness rejection. 

More particularly, page 1, lines 8-13, in the Background of the Invention 
portion of the subject application states: 

...it is beneficial for the manufacturers of both the 
computers and the software the computers run to 
have information on the manner in which the 
computers and software are used, as well as 
information on the users of the computers and 
software. Having such information assists the 
manufacturers in designing and creating computers 
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and software that are more useful and better aligned 
with users' needs and desires. 

The Appellant respectfully submits a comparison of the motivation to combine 
Darago and Traversat asserted in the rejection with the above Background 
description clearly shows that the motivation to combine has been provided by 
none other than the Appellant. Thus, a prima facie case of obviousness has not 
been established in view of MPEP §2143, which states, "The teaching or 
suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must be found in the prior art, not in the Appellant's disclosure. In re 
VaecK 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 

Therefore, for at least the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully 
submitted that Claim 1 is patentably distinguishable over the proposed 
combination of Darago and Traverat, and the corresponding rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) should be reversed. 

Claims 3-7, 31, 32, 39, and 41 depend from Claim 1, and are therefore 
distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above 
regarding Claim 1 . 

b. With regard to Claim 2, which depends from Claim 1, the Appellant 
notes that the rejection states that "Darago teaches the invention as 
claimed... including: establishing additional connections to additional registration 
servers of the plurality of registration servers via the communication link...; and 
communicating additional portions of the registration information to the 
additional registration servers." 
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The Appellant submits that, if Darago fails to "explicitly teach registration 
information for manufacturers of components of the client computer," as 
acknowledged in the rejection of Claim 1, then the same admitted deficiency also 
applies to Claim 2, which depends from Claim 1 . That is, the Appellant submits 
that the rejection of Claim 2 is inconsistent with the rejection of Claim 1. 
Regardless, Claim 2 is distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the 
reasons set forth above regarding Claim 1, and the corresponding rejection under 
35 U.S.C. §103(a) should be reversed. 



c. - g. The final rejection asserts identical arguments with regard to the 
remaining independent claims, including Claims 8, 14, 23, 28, and 29. 
Therefore, rejections c. - g. will be addressed together. 

Specifically, the rejections for all of the above-identified independent 

claims state, verbatim: 

Darago does not explicitly teach registration 
information for manufacturers of components of the 
client computer. However, Traversat teaches the step 
of registration information for manufacturers of 
components of the client computer (figures 3, 6a-c, 
col. 3 lines 23 - col. 4 lines 6, col. 10, line 29 - col. 1 1 
lines 11). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the Data Processing art at the time of 
the invention to combine the teachings of Darago and 
Traversat to have the step of registration information 
for manufacturers of components of the client 
computer because it would have the same motivation 
as set forth in claim 1 . 

The Appellant does not agree that the above-identified independent claims 
are of such similar scope that they deserve to be rejected using the same 
generalized statements. Further, as asserted in the "Grouping of Claims" 
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(above), the independent claims of the subject application do not stand or fall 
together. 

Regardless, for at least the same reasons set forth above regarding Claim 
1, the Appellant respectfully submits that the outstanding rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over Darago and Traversal as applied to remaining claim groups 
c. through g. should be reversed. 

Furthermore, the proposed combination of Darago and Traversat do not 
teach or suggest the features of Claim 8, which comprises, in part: 

collecting, using a registration wizard at a 
client computer, registration information for 
manufacturers of components of the client computer. 

That is, the proposed combination of Darago and Traversat lack, with regard to 
Claim 8, any teaching that the data schemas described therein are suggestive of 
the collection of registration information for manufacturers of components of a 
client computer using a registration wizard, as recited in Claim 8. 

Claims 9-13, 34 and 40 depend from Claim 8, and are therefore 
distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above 
regarding Claim 1 . 

Claim 14 recites, in part: 

collecting, using a single registration wizard at 
a client computer, registration information for a 
plurality of registering components of the client 
computer; 

Again, the proposed combination of Darago and Traversat lacks any teaching 
that the data schemas described therein are suggestive of the collection of 
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registration information for manufacturers of components of a client computer 
using a registration wizard, as recited in Claim 14. 

Claims 15-18, 20-22, 35 and 42 depend from Claim 14, and are therefore 
distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above 
regarding Claim 14. 

Claim 23 recites, in part: 

a registration wizard to collect registration 
information for a plurality of manufacturers of a 
plurality of components of a client computer; and 

The proposed combination of Darago and Traversat lacks any teaching that the 
data schemas described therein are suggestive of a registration wizard to collect 
registration information for manufacturers of components of a client computer 
using a registration wizard, as recited in Claim 23. 

Claims 24-27 and 36 depend from Claim 23, and are therefore 
distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above 
regarding Claim 23. 

Claim 28 recites, in part: 

a client computer, coupled to the network, to 
collect registration information for a plurality of 
manufacturers of components of the client computer 
using a single user interface and to upload portions of 
the registration information to registration databases 
of the plurality of registration databases via a single 
communication link. 

The proposed combination of Darago and Traversat do not teach that the data 
schemas described therein are suggestive of a client computer to collect 
registration information for manufacturers of components of a client computer 
using a single interface. Further, the final rejection does not even address the 
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further recitation of the client computer to upload portions of the registration 
information to registration databases of the plurality of registration databases via 
a single communication link , as recited in Claim 28. 

Claim 37 depends from Claim 28, and is therefore distinguishable over 
Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above regarding Claim 28. 

Claim 29 recites, in part, instructions to: 



The proposed combination of Darago and Traversat do not teach that the data 
schemas described therein are suggestive one or more instructions to collect 
registration information for manufacturers of components of a client computer 
using a single interface. 

Claims 30 and 38 depend from Claim 29, and are therefore 
distinguishable over Darago and Traversat for at least the reasons set forth above 
regarding Claim 29. 



collect registration information 
manufacturers of components of the apparatus. 



for 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons provided above, it is respectfully submitted that 
the rejections set forth in the Final Office Action of December 18, 2003, in 
connection with the subject application should be reversed. 

Favorable consideration of this Brief is respectfully requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



LEE& HAYES, pile 




Da^id S. Lee 
Registration No. 38,222 



LEE & HAYES, pile 



816 Second Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98104 
(206)315-4001 
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APPENDIX OF CLAIMS ON APPEAL 



1. One or more computer-readable media having stored thereon a 
computer program that, when executed by one or more processors, causes the 
one or more processors to perform functions including: 

collecting, using one or more registration wizards at a client computer, 
registration information for manufacturers of components of the client computer; 

establishing a communication link between the client computer and a 
network; 

establishing a first connection, via the communication link, to a first 
registration server of a plurality of registration servers; 

communicating at least a first portion of the registration information to the 
first registration server via the first connection; 

establishing a second connection, via the communication link, to a second 
registration server of the plurality of registration servers; and 

communicating at least a second portion of the registration information to 
the second registration server via the second connection. 

2. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the program further causes the one or more processors to perform 
functions including: 

establishing additional connections to additional registration servers of the 
plurality of registration servers via the communication link; and 

communicating additional portions of the registration information to the 
additional registration servers. 
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3. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the first portion and the second portion share at least some common 
information. 

4. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the first portion and the second portion are identical. 

5. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the registration information includes one or more of user demographic 
information and client computer information. 

6. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the one or more registration wizards correspond to one or more software 
applications or hardware components. 

7. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the establishing the first connection comprises establishing a first 
hypertext transfer protocol (HTTP) connection, and wherein the establishing the 
second connection comprises establishing a second hypertext transfer protocol 
(HTTP) connection. 

8. A method comprising: 
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collecting, using a registration wizard at a client computer, registration 
information for manufacturers of components of the client computer; 

establishing a communication link between the client computer and a 
network; 

establishing a plurality of connections, via the communication link, 
between the client computer and a plurality of registration databases; and 

communicating, for each of the plurality of connections, at least a portion 
of the registration information to one of the plurality of registration databases. 

9. A method as recited in claim 8, wherein the communicating 
comprises communicating, for each of the plurality of connections, a different 
portion of the registration information to the one of the plurality of registration 
databases. 

10. A method as recited in claim 9, wherein the different portions share 
at least some common information. 

11. A method as recited in claim 8, wherein the registration 
information includes one or more of user demographic information and client 
computer information. 

12. A method as recited in claim 8, wherein the collecting comprises 
collecting the registration information for a plurality of software applications and 
hardware components. 
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13. One or more computer-readable memories containing a computer 
program that is executable by a processor to perform the method recited in claim 
8. 

14. A method comprising: 

collecting, using a single registration wizard at a client computer, 
registration information for a plurality of registering components of the client 
computer; 

establishing a plurality of connections between the client computer and a 
plurality of registration databases corresponding to manufacturers of the plurality 
of registering components; and 

transferring at least a portion of the registration information to each of the 
plurality of registration databases via the plurality of connections. 

15. A method as recited in claim 14 5 wherein the plurality of 
registering components includes a software component and a hardware 
component. 

16. A method as recited in claim 15, wherein the hardware component 
comprises the client computer. 
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17. A method as recited in claim 14, wherein the plurality of 
registering components correspond on a one to one basis with the plurality of 
registration databases. 

18. A method as recited in claim 14, wherein the establishing a 
plurality of connections comprises: 

establishing a communication link between the client computer , and a 
network; and 

subsequently establishing connections between the client computer and 
each of the plurality of registration databases via the communication link. 

20. A method as recited in claim 14, wherein the transferring 
comprises transferring different portions of the registration information to 
different ones of the plurality of registration databases. 

21. A method as recited in claim 14, wherein the registration 
information includes one or more of user demographic information and client 
computer information. 

22. One or more computer-readable memories containing a computer 
program that is executable by a processor to perform the method recited in claim 
14. 

23. A system comprising: 
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a registration wizard to collect registration information for a plurality of 
manufacturers of a plurality of components of a client computer; and 

one or more posting modules, coupled to the registration wizard, to, 

establish a plurality of connections between the client computer and a 
plurality of registration databases corresponding to the plurality of 
manufacturers, and 

transfer at least a portion of the registration information to each of the 
plurality of registration databases via the plurality of connections. 

24. A system as recited in claim 23, wherein the plurality of 
manufacturers include one or more of software application designers, hardware 
component manufacturers, and the system manufacturer. 

25. A system as recited in claim 23, wherein the plurality of 
manufacturers correspond on a one to one basis with the plurality of registration 
databases. 

26. A system as recited in claim 23, wherein the one or more posting 
modules are further to transfer different portions of the registration information 
to different ones of the plurality of registration databases. 

27. A system as recited in claim 23, wherein the registration 
information includes one or more of user demographic information and client 
computer information. 
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28. A system comprising: 

a plurality of server computers coupled to a network, each being coupled 
to at least one of a plurality of registration databases to store registration 
information received by the server computer; and 

a client computer, coupled to the network, to collect registration 
information for a plurality of manufacturers of components of the client 
computer using a single user interface and to upload portions of the registration 
information to registration databases of the plurality of registration databases via 
a single communication link. 

29. An apparatus comprising: 
a bus; 

a processor coupled to the bus; 

a network connection device coupled to the bus; and 

a memory, coupled to the bus, to store a plurality of instructions that are 
executed by the processor, wherein the plurality of instructions, when executed, 
cause the processor to, 

collect registration information for manufacturers of components of the 
apparatus, 

initiate, using the network connection device, a communication link to a 
network, 

establish, via the communication link, a plurality of connections between 
the apparatus and a plurality of registration databases, and 
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communicate, for each of the plurality of connections, at least a portion of 
the registration information to one of the plurality of registration databases. 

30. An apparatus as recited in claim 29, wherein the plurality of 
instructions that, when executed, cause the processor to collect registration 
information further cause the processor to collect one or more of user 
demographic information and client computer information. 

31. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the components comprise software components. 

32. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the components comprise hardware components. 

33. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the components comprise both one or more hardware components and 
one or more software components. 

34. A method as recited in claim 8, wherein the components comprise 
both one or more hardware components and one or more software components. 

35. A method as recited in claim 14, wherein the plurality of 
registering components comprises both one or more hardware components and 
one or more software components. 
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36. A system as recited in claim 23, wherein the plurality of 
components comprises both one or more hardware components and one or more 
software components. 

37. A system as recited in claim 28, wherein the components comprise 
both one or more hardware components and one or more software components. 

38. An apparatus as recited in claim 29, wherein the components 
comprise both one or more hardware components and one or more software 
components. 

39. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the first registration server corresponds to a manufacturer of an 
operating system executing on the client computer, and wherein the second 
registration server corresponds to a manufacturer of the client computer. 

40. A method as recited in claim 8, wherein one of the plurality of 
registration databases corresponds to a manufacturer of an operating system 
executing on the client computer, and wherein another of the plurality of 
registration databases corresponds to a manufacturer of the client computer. 



tee @h ayes pfc 509-324-5256 



22 



41. One or more computer-readable media as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the collecting comprises accessing a plurality of registration documents 
to identify which registration information to collect. 

42. A method as recited in claim 14 3 wherein the collecting comprises 
accessing a plurality of registration documents to identify which registration 
information to collect. 
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